invoke and recover the so-called integrative tradition between the humanities and the sciences as demonstrated in Richards's criticism, and long cherished in Tsinghua as an intellectual legacy.
2 However, the curiosity and interest elicited by Xu's work did not take the shape of a serious research project until I completed my Ph.D. studies and returned to Tsinghua. In 2005 I was invited to speak at a conference on 'The Cambridge Critical Tradition', organised by Tian Xiangbin and Nie Zhenzhao -both of whom spent a year or so in Cambridge as visiting scholars in the English Faculty. This conference led me to visualise the research project which I eventually named 'Cambridge Critics: Their Impact and Significance in China'. I then received a research grant from China's National Planning Office of Philosophy and Social Science. As I found I. A. Richards, William Empson, F. R. Leavis, and Raymond Williams to be the four critics who had played interrelated roles in forming and transforming Cambridge English, while also having special links and relevance to China, they were chosen as the focus of the research. In May 2008 I presented a paper entitled 'Translating Literature: The Cambridge Critics and Their Significance in China' at the 'Translations and Transformations: China, Modernity and Cultural Transmission' conference.
3 After the conference I sent the presentation to the Cambridge Quarterly for comments. A reply from the editors duly arrived, suggesting that I make it into an introduction for a special issue of the journal. Eventually, out of a number of email exchanges emerged the idea of a colloquium on 5-7 July 2011, when a group of Chinese and British scholars who care about 'Cambridge English and China' gathered in a seminar room at the English Faculty. For three days the participants were intensely engaged in an almost century-old crosscultural conversation whose impact and significance continue to be felt today. This special issue of the Cambridge Quarterly is the result of that conversation and this paper is a revised version of the 2008 presentation.
Over the years, 'Cambridge English' has been one of the catchphrases of English studies, not only in England but also in other countriesincluding China -where English literature and criticism have long been core courses of university English programmes. Among the names associated with 'Cambridge English', I. A. Richards, William Empson, 2 Xu Baogeng, Rui qia ci: ke xue yu shi [Richards: Science and Poetry] (Beijing 2003). 3 The conference was held on 1-3 May, 2008. It was co-sponsored by the Centre for Research in the Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities of the University of Cambridge and the School of Humanities and Social Sciences of Tsinghua University. Mary Jacobus, then director of CRASSH, was the convener of the conference with me acting as the liaison. see <http://www.crassh.cam.ac.uk/ events/169/>. F. R. Leavis, and Raymond Williams stand out not only for their particular stance in defining, developing, or even disputing the term, 4 but also for the unique roles they played in making Cambridge English a subject of intellectual enquiry in China. As the editors had pointed out in the prospectus for the colloquium, academic literary exchange between China and Cambridge could be seen in three distinct phases: in the work of members of the Cambridge English Faculty, such as I. A. Richards and William Empson, who had direct contact with China in person through teaching literature in Chinese institutions; in the significance in China of Cambridge critics like F. R. Leavis and Raymond Williams, who addressed the importance of the place of literature, and the value of literary study, and have therefore been widely read, translated, and studied in China in the last few decades; and in the current attraction, for Chinese students and scholars, of doing research in the Cambridge English Faculty (several of us are authors of the papers that make up this special issue). In the following pages I shall try to examine the encounters between the abovementioned four critics and China, and the cross-cultural and intellectual communications that the encounters incurred at various historical moments.
I.A. Richards, Empson, and the Chinese University I. A. Richards, one of the key figures who helped shape 'Cambridge English' as an independent university discipline, was the first Cambridge critic to have direct personal contact with China. However, 'conversations' between Cambridge and China started before he went to China in 1929 to teach Western literature and criticism. From 1920 to1921, Bertrand Russell visited China on a year-long lecture tour at the invitation of the Chinese Society for the Lectures on the New Learning (讲学社) organised by Liang Qichao and Cai Yuanpei, then leading intellectuals in Chinese academia. Russell came at a time when China was in an entangled process of establishing a republic. In The Problem of China, the book which came out of that visit, Russell urged that China should preserve its traditional virtues of wisdom and civility while integrating the necessary elements of modern Western science in the course of modernisation. historian, had published in 1901 a series of articles about China in the Saturday Review, collected in Letters from John Chinaman before he visited the country. 6 The collection was a critique of the West from the perspective of a Chinese observer in the wake of the Boxer Rebellion against Western imperialism. Dickinson's love and sympathy for China actually led him to become the central figure in establishing links between King's College, Cambridge, and Chinese literati in the first few decades of the twentieth century. At his persuasion, the Chinese poet Xu Zhimo (Hsu Tze-mou) spent a year or so as a special student at King's, where his 'interest in literature and arts began to shape and perpetuate itself '.
7 Xu returned to China in 1922 and founded the Crescent Moon Society, trying to promote the Chinese modern poetry movement by naturalising Western Romantic forms into modern Chinese vernacular verse. As I. A. Richards observed, '[h]is return, with Hu Shih, seemed to restore Peking to its place as the chief centre of the new Culture … His impression of Cambridge -as a place where you lay on the grass in the "Backs" while wise men came to talk to you and insensibly you became a poet -have given us an almost magical standing with many Chinese students.' 8 Indeed, Xu's poem 'Farewell Again to Cambridge', composed during a second visit to Cambridge in 1928, became a legacy that has attracted generations of Chinese to come to Cambridge to study or simply to make pilgrimages to this great place of learning of which Xu Zhimo was once a part.
While Xu Zhimo was in Cambridge falling in love with English Romantic poets and French Symbolism, the English Tripos was in the process of formation.
9 After Xu Zhimo, Ye Gongchao (George Yeh) and Wen Yuanning, who were to become renowned professors of English at evidenced in Richards's revolutionary application of psychology, linguistics, and logic to the analytical study of literature. Richards's stress on the value of such literary criticism appeared to him both scientific and humanistic. Ye then pointed out that, by making a scientific study of the reader's response, Richards actually examined and emphasised the value of such responses in modern life and thereby established art and literature as of practical value. Poetry, according to Richards, is the best means for ordering the impulses and helping achieve mental equilibrium. Thus, Ye concluded, what was needed in the study of literature in China then was not Romanticism, or realism, or Symbolism, but the understanding of value achieved through practical criticism by way of scientific analysis.
11
This claim reveals the general faith in science and pragmatic instrumentalism in the wake of the New Cultural Movement around the early decades of the twentieth century, a point that will be elaborated in the following discussion.
The concept of 'multiple definitions' formulated in The Meaning of Meaning (1923) and elaborated in Mencius on the Mind: Experiments in Multiple Definition (1932), was found useful by a number of Chinese scholars. This is mostly evidenced in the works of Zu Ziqing and Qian Zhongshu, who used the concept as a useful instrument in analysing classical Chinese poetry. They discovered that the concept corresponds with the Chinese notion of shi wu da gu (诗无达诂) since words can convey varied meanings, depending on the context, including the intention of the writer and the reception of the reader. Zhu Ziqing, a professor of Chinese literature who had been a colleague of Richards and Empson at Tsinghua and Xi Nan Lian Da, 12 mentioned in several of his essays the usefulness of Richards's concept of the four kinds of meaning (namely, sense, feeling, tone, and intention), and Empson's notion of seven types of ambiguity, in analysing the multiple meanings of ancient Chinese poetry. 12 During the anti-Japanese war, Tsinghua University, Peking University, and Nankai University merged to form the National Southwest Associated University in Kunming (1937-46) amazing scientific analytical approach.
14 Later on, Qian Zhongshu applied the method of close reading and multiple definitions in his book A Selection of the Annotated Poems of the Song Dynasty, published in 1953. 15 The work was a careful and meticulous examination of the varied nuances of meanings of metaphors and allusions in the poems of the Song Dynastya Chinese example of 'close reading' and textual analysis. Li An-che, a graduate of Tsinghua who assisted Richards in his study of Mencius, wrote a book in response to the growing interest in Richards's theory of meaning. 16 In this book, Li illustrated Richards's literary theory and experiments with the several cases of multiple meanings offered by Richards and C. K. Ogden in their joint book, The Meaning of Meaning, demonstrating the unique relationship between language and thinking by means of psychology. What is also important about this book is Li's inclusion of Richards's essay 'The Meaning of "The Meaning of Meaning"', first published in The Tsing Hua Journal in 1930. This short essay actually serves as a footnote to Richards's earlier book, co-authored with Ogden. By observing the 'subtleties of Chinese thought and especially the systematic ambiguities of Chinese philosophy', Richards emphasised the complex ambiguities and multiple implications of language and the challenge that the concept and existence of multiple definition pose to translation from one language to the other (Chinese to English). He wrote:
No one who has made any special study of ambiguity can regard translations with anything but suspicion, even in the case of cognate languages; and where languages so different as Chinese and English are concerned, the arguments in favour of a direct comprehensive study of their resources by the light of modern logical and psychological analysis seems very clear and pressing. 17 This was an emphatic statement of Richards's conception of the multiple meanings of language. It expressed his concern about the cross-linguistic complexity that affects translatability between different cultures and languages. The Chinese experience reinforced his perception and desire of combining literary or linguistic studies with scientific methods. While Richards's theory and methods were well respected by his Chinese students and colleagues, there were also questions and disagreements. Zhang Yuanchang, professor at Wuhan University, relegated Richards's criticism to subjective criticism whose theory of the reader's psychological response would reduce literary criticism to a subject appended to psychology. Another critic was the famous Chinese literary scholar Liang Shiqiu, who expressed objections to the suggestion made by the Chinese writer Yu Dafu that Richards's Principles of Literary Theory should be widely used as a textbook in Chinese universities. Liang's major concern was about the reliability of using psychology or biology as the foundation of literary criticism, although he admitted Richards's theory was new and more rigorous compared to the vague and generalised methods of criticism before him.
18 Guo Bendao, a student of philosophy and divinity at Yenching University, was among the few to publish (in 1935) an in-depth study rather than a mere introduction. His long essay 'Discussions on Professor Richards's Literary Criticism' focused on Richards's theory of value and communication. While acknowledging Richards's contribution to literary and communication theory by integrating elements of psychology, logical philosophy, reader response, and the Chinese ethics of Chung Yung (the doctrine of the mean) into a scientific approach to analysing the value of art and literature, Guo pointed out that such an approach had its limitations owing to its heavy reliance on the individual experience, which varies from person to person. Although the harmony of impulses achieved by a piece of literary work might be a measurement of its value, it is after all not the intrinsic value of the work itself, since readers of different character and background would respond and react differently to the same piece of work. He concluded that the question remains unanswered as to whose response should be used as the standard of value judgement. Why was Richards's theory so well received in China in the 1930s? The question needs to be examined in the context of the overall intellectual milieu of the time. Poetry, according to Richards, is the best means for ordering human impulses and helping achieve mental equilibrium. Richards's reductive model of textual analysis through quantitative (scientific) and measurable (instrumental) methods appeared different from the traditional Confucian notion of literature as a carrier of morality and means of education (文以载道). Ever since the Enlightenment movement in the late Qing Dynasty and the New Culture movement in the earlier decades of the twentieth century, as Western ideas and technology were introduced to China as a means of modernisation and advancement, many traditional beliefs and doctrines were questioned and shattered. Wang Guowei, Lu Xun, and Lao She were among the literary pioneers to argue for the formalistic and aesthetic values of literature at the beginning of the twentieth century. 21 Meanwhile, Yan Fu's translations of works by Huxley, Spencer, Mill, Jevons, Montesquieu, and Adam Smith, Hu Shih's preaching of John Dewey's pragmatism and his adoption of a scientific and empirical approach to the re-evaluation of the national heritage (整理国故) gave rise not only to a boom in scientific journals and fiction, but, more importantly, to what Wang Hui named a 'community of scientific discourse '. 22 Science became one of the key words in the rhetoric of Chinese modernity. It was introduced and conceptualised from the perspective of reforming and advancing Chinese civilisation. As science was assumed to be the solution to the backwardness of China, it became a token of progress and even a standard of morality. Practical or empirical methods were looked upon as moral, just, and progressive. Scientific ideas and methods, mainly imported from the West, were taken as useful instruments in conducting political reform and revolution as well as in promoting higher learning and education. therefore became a world outlook for a country that was anxious to overcome of the disadvantages of its traditional system. The scientific nature of Richards's theory, stressing the psychological effect of poetry, fitted well into the prevailing mentality of taking science as a solution to the problems and defects of Chinese society. Such terms and concepts as balance of impulses, multiple definitions, the relevance of context, ambiguity of meaning, and the distinction between referential language in science and emotive language in literature, sounded systematic, scientific, and rational, as well as practical. On the other hand, Richards's humanistic argument for the power of poetry as a cure for social ills balanced his scientific thrust, making him admirable in a country that respects both social morality and aesthetic beauty, despite an increased admiration for the scientific instrumentalism and rationality that had been so beneficial to Western civilisation.
Today, Richards is remembered in Tsinghua mainly as one of the most prestigious English critics who taught Western literature to Chinese students, helped initiate comparative literature as an academic subject, and was a pioneer in achieving integration between science and the humanities, and East and West, in his literary criticism and in his educational programme. His incorporation of scientific method into literary studies had long become an inspiration for initiating new educational programmes as well as for implementing curriculum reform at Tsinghua.
23
By raising literary studies to the status of scientific enquiry, Richards was hailed as having set an example of trying to achieve one of the goals of higher learning in education -bridging the gap between different subjects by encouraging thinking and working across disciplinary boundaries and differences.
Initiated by Richards, the conversation between Cambridge English and China continued when his student William Empson went to teach in China from 1937 to 1939. 24 As Richards turned his attention to Basic English, Empson, started teaching at Xi Nan Lian Da, where the theories of value and ambiguities of meaning were taught and disseminated. This was during the period of the anti-Japanese War, and Empson became 'the 23 For instance, a bachelor's degree programme in scientific editing and the graduate programmes in comparative literature and computational linguistics were created at different times in the spirit of reviving and keeping up the integral and cross-disciplinary tradition. Richards is also remembered as an inspiration for implementing liberal education at Tsinghua because of his interdisciplinary practice in literary criticism and his post-China engagement with general education in the humanities at Harvard in the 1940s. 24 Empson's second trip to China was from 1947 to 1952 when he taught at Peking University in Beijing.
only European to share the academic exodus with the Chinese academics', as the universities were merged and moved from Peking to Nan-Yueh, Hunan Province, and then to Menzi (Mentzu) and Kunming, Yunan Province. 25 Since during the war there was a shortage of textbooks, and students found it easier to read than to listen, Empson 'got into the technique of talking away while writing on the blackboard' for students to copy almost everything in the lecture. 26 (Shanghai 1980 (Shanghai , 1981 . 33 Richards's drawing on classical Chinese thinking can be traced back to his earlier work, The Foundations of Aesthetics (1922), co-authored with C. K. Ogden and James Wood, in which he observed that true beauty lies in synaesthesis, a notion inspired by Zhu Xi (Chu Hsi)'s interpretation of the Golden Mean (Chun Yung). (1932) is a work that came partly out of his stay in China. It is a work of translation studies, based on key passages translated from the ancient Chinese philosopher Mencius (372-289 BC). In it Richards approached the problem of translation in conjunction with his theory of multiple definitions and the plurality of meaning in language, while focusing on ambiguities, gaps, and different implications of terms in Chinese vis-à-vis their English equivalents in translation; he demonstrated the perceptual, cultural, and linguistic barriers of communication across different languages and cultures. 34 Richards's promotion of Basic English (Basic is an acronym standing for British, American, Scientific, International, Commercial, a simplified English of about 850 words) was another project inspired by the concept of 'multiple definitions', aimed at removing communication barriers that prevent meaningful and productive interactions and understanding between vastly different cultures and languages. Equipped with the idea of 'multiple definitions' which was sharpened by his experience in China, his adventures in Basic English showcased another crosscultural legacy that would shed light on continuing negotiations between the two sides of the coin -namely, between the intellectual and the social, the Chinese and the Western, the local and the universal.
Richards's Mencius on the Mind: Experiments in Multiple Definition
35 Wang Songling's comparative study (in this issue) of Richards's promotion of Basic and Wu Mi's resistance to the vernacular movement introduces both sides of such negotiations. 36 Similarly for Empson, the importance of China, as Jason Harding says, 'lends a particular richness to his oft quoted remark: "reading imaginative literature is to grasp a wide variety of experience, imagining people with codes and customs very unlike our own"'. 37 When his Chinese students were disturbed by Desdemona's 'too mild temper', 'her frankness, and too great generosity', and felt disdain for Housman's fatalistic sentiments, Empson felt compelled to reflect on 'his own moral preconceptions' as well as 'his critical perception' derived from 'the received wisdom of Western liberalism'. Such contacts and exchanges 'crucially helped to validate his analysis of what he called "compacted doctrines" in The Structure of Complex Words -since many of the essays incorporated in that book, including "Sense in Measure for Measure" and "Sense in The Prelude", were first drafted in China'. 38 As Helen Crawforth argues in her paper in this issue, Complex Words can in fact be considered Empson's otherwise unwritten 'China book', a significant if oblique response to Richards's 'refraction of the problem of poetic pseudo-statement through the medium of the Chinese example', as evidenced in Mencius on the Mind. Although Richards's Mencius and Empson's Complex Words were both largely composed in China, they were written with different focuses, and in many instances they seemed to be trying to say much the same thing in different ways. As Lisa A. Rodensky points out in her 'Prefatory Note' to Complex Words, '[w]hile Richards in Mencius remained interested in "merely a list of senses" which might reveal some possibilities for translation, Empson emphasised … the significance of the interaction between meanings within a single word'.
39 But despite the difference, both their attempts point to the possibility as well as the validity of diverse interpretations drawn on diverse cultural and epistemological assumptions. In this light, their direct contact with China became a kind of practical experience that not only enriched their investigation into the ambiguities of the language of literature but also sharpened their perception of the difficulty and importance of communication among various modern languages and cultures.
The resurgence of interest in Richards and Empson happened when China reopened its doors to the outside world after the Cultural Revolution. Both of them came back into view by way of New Criticism, which was introduced to China in the 1980s along with a number of modern Western theories, including Russian formalism, reception theory, deconstruction, psychoanalysis, and phenomenology. Zhao Yiheng's book New Criticism: A Unique Literary Theory of Formalism, based on his MA thesis, was published in 1986, followed by An Anthology of New Criticism. literature, consequently used these two books as keys to enter the realm of New Criticism. Zhou Jueliang, who was once Empson's student at Lian Da, also published on Richards and Empson in light of 'their key roles in New Criticism'. 41 Consequently, while New Criticism waned in the 1980s in the West, it retained its prominence and strength in China. The stress on the literariness and self-sufficiency of a literary work seemed very attractive to Chinese scholars, who had become bored with the Soviet ideological approach to literature during the Cultural Revolution. Consequently, there was a revival of interest in the formal or aesthetic values of art as a counter-attitude or reaction against the former prevalence of subjecting literary criticism to socio-political criticism -a trend that was 'guided and dominated by another vein of Western thought, namely Marxist theory, which reached its ultra-"Left" extreme during the Cultural Revolution that lasted from 1966 to 1976'. 42 In other words, the formerly suppressed formalist approach, through close analytical reading, now appeared invigorating for Chinese scholars, giving them 'a veritable sense of liberation and freedom'. 43 Close reading, with a great deal of attention to multiple definitions and types of ambiguity determined by semantic contexts, was taken as a very useful way of teaching literature in the classroom. It was under such circumstances that a renewal of interest in Richards and Empson emerged in China. Led by Xu Baogeng's Richards: Science and Poetry, a collection of some earlier translations of Richards's works and several introductory articles by Chinese scholars, the number of journal papers and degree theses proliferated in the last decade. 44 When the Chinese translation of Empson's Seven Types of Ambiguity came out in 1998 it attracted the attention of several young scholars of comparative literature. 45 But it was the publication of John 48 In the same year, Qian Zhongshu published 'On Vulgarity' in the Hong Kong newspaper Ta Kung Pao, citing Q. D. Leavis's classification of highbrow, middlebrow, and lowbrow in Fiction and the Reading Public. After that, there was almost no substantial introduction or study of Leavis until around the mid-1980s when it arrived by way of the United States through a Chinese translation of Xia Zhiqing's (C. T. Hsia) A History of Modern Chinese Fiction. In the preface Xia acknowledged his debt to Leavis and the concept of the Great Tradition as having inspired him as a student at Yale and as a writer of the book. He claimed that Leavis's concern about the moral values embedded in literature and criticism, and retrievable by means of critical-analytical close reading, was instructive and helpful. Xia actually used Leavis's criteria of moral judgement and discrimination in conducting 'the discovery and appraisal of excellence' in Chinese modern fiction (1917-57) most of which (he noted in his preface) failed to 'engage in disinterested moral enquiry' owing to the ideological constraints then operating. 49 The absence of Leavis studies in China between the 1930s and the 1970s was owing, first, to the wartime situation and, second, to the anti-Western and anti-bourgeois ideology in the post-1949 period. None of the writers who formed the Great Tradition in Leavis's assessment was recognised as a progressive writer, while the rebellious Byron, the radical Shelley, and the critical Charles Dickens were claimed as 'active Romanticists' or 'critical realists' because of their attack and exposure of the corrosive forces of Western convention and capitalism. In 2002 the publication of Yuan Wei's Chinese translation of The Great Tradition, with a lengthy preface by Lu Jiande, gave a considerable push to Leavis studies in China. 50 Recent studies on Leavis in China mainly centre around his lifelong treatment of literary criticism as a cornerstone of culture, his staunch resistance to the corrupting forces of mass civilisation and technological advancement, and his emphasis on the central importance of an intense literary education. Leavis's debate with C. P. Snow on the 'two cultures' is another topic of interest for scholars of literature, the history of science, and higher education alike. In the milieu of today's global flow of capital and the ethos of consumerism, Leavis's differentiation between minority culture and mass civilisation, his advocacy of 48 cultural continuity and moral seriousness about the 'essential human issues' in an increasingly market-driven society, and his emphasis on literary studies as the centre of an indispensable core of liberal education at the university all appear to be very pertinent to a fast-transforming country such as China, despite his apparently being superseded by new theories and discourses. In a society that is increasingly commercialised, and disenchanted by a culture fabricated by technicians, manipulated by big business, controlled by the market, and promoted by consumerism through the mass media, Leavis and his radical cultural conservatism and persistent critical discrimination appear visionary and compelling. No matter if it is amidst theory or after theory, or if there is a linguistic turn, a cultural turn, or a semiotic turn, Leavis's robustness in truly engaging with the text as well as with the real experience of life is generally recognised as precious by Chinese Leavis scholars.
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While Leavis's relevance and translatability to China may be summarised as above, Raymond Williams, who both agreed and disagreed with Leavis, has been equally well, if not more warmly, received in China. As China accelerates its process of modernisation it encounters similar problems to those Williams addressed in his works about culture and society, industry and democracy, communication and education. His Marxist approach to cultural studies seems to bear a natural affinity to Chinese scholars who have been educated and trained intensively in Marxist doctrines. Translations of his works started to appear in the mid-1980s. 52 Alongside a boom in introductions and essays published in various academic journals and book chapters, a number of Ph.D. dissertations have been published over the last decade; most of these treat with Williams as a cultural critic of great impact in establishing cultural materialism as a critical approach to culture, arts, and literature. 53 Meanwhile, Williams's way of discussing and examining key words becomes an exemplary paradigm of studies and debates. Two important Chinese journals, Du Shu and Foreign Literatures, featured new columns to host essays and articles on keywords. In the year from 2006 to 2007, five book-length studies of keywords of literary theory and cultural studies appeared. 54 On the one hand, these works either drew heavily on Western terms and concepts or overflowed with too heterogeneous a collage of terms and jargons. On the other hand, critical studies of the keywords in Chinese culture, through critical investigation of the transformative use of these words, may involve projects that deserve equal if not more critical attention. While it is important to see culture as a historically social and material process which is central to Williams's cultural criticism, it is equally important to engage with the aesthetic dimension of literature and culture which significantly constitutes Williams's critical perception and achievements. Yin Qiping's elaboration in 'Space, Cultural Materialism, and Structure of Feeling: Reflections on the Chinese Reception of Raymond Williams' in this issue reveals the necessity of an aesthetic turn in Williams studies when such a socio-historical phenomenon as 'cross-stratifications of cultural spaces' is examined from the point of view of the concept of 'structure of feeling', a key concept created by Williams to capture the totality of the lived experience of culture at a certain time and place.
One of the reasons that Leavis and Williams appear interesting and valuable to Chinese academia is owing to the fact that 'culture' is, for both of them, the most important aspect of social life through which a new order can be established to confront the rapid change in society. While Leavis turns to the critical elite and the organic past for redemption, Williams looks to the very material and practice of the commonplace that contains and shapes the fundamentals of a transformative society out of which new agendas and meanings for the present and the future can be created. Emerging yet deviating from a literary critical tradition that saw popular culture as a threat to the moral and cultural standards of modern civilisation, Williams's idea that 'culture is ordinary' and must be understood as 'a whole social process', strikes a responsive chord in a country like China with the largest population in the world, and where the divide between rich and poor and city and country, and the discrepancy between the fast development of the economy and the regrettable decline of moral values, grow increasingly critical and wide. The five keywords -'industry', 'democracy', 'class', 'art', and 'culture' -that Williams used to examine the social, political, economic, and institutional changes in the course of industrialisation and mass communication in Britain decades ago appear to be not at all distant for Chinese academics, who are still wrestling with the concept and practice of a Chinese modernity that is continuously entangled in a set of emergent social relations and competing forces all bearing Chinese characteristics. When a society's economic affluence becomes dissociated from the core values it cherishes or should cherish, a 'common culture' by means of a 'long revolution' based on the notion of 'a knowable community' of 'sensibility', and enabled by a 'free, contributive and common process of participation in the creation of meanings and values', may be envisaged as a way out of the dilemma. 55 The 'structure of feeling', a term created by Williams to characterise the lived experience and emotional bonding generated by a set of values, perceptions, and impulses shared by people 'in a living and interrelating continuity' -a unique contribution to the Marxist concept of superstructure -can be a useful concept or perspective through which a rapidly developing and transforming China can at least perceive and reflect about itself. 
Conclusion
Several decades have passed since the young Richards and Empson went all the way to China to teach things that a rising generation of Chinese intellectuals found liberating and useful. The conversation between Cambridge English and China still continues today, when a good number of Chinese scholars, including the contributors to this special issue, have made their way to Cambridge to study, research, and converse. The exchanges and discussions included in this special issue are evidence of this continuing conversation. Given the transformations and challenges that manifest themselves in varied social, cultural, and political forms over the time, Cambridge English -along with a number of cultural ambassadors mentioned or discussed in these articles who have left a significant footprint in the silk road of literary and cultural exchange -remains a significant point of connection between China and Britain that will be cherished and passed on for generations to come. Examination and re-examination of a literary and critical tradition that is dynamic and in progress, with its resonance continuously to be felt in another culture, are therefore historically important and meaningful. They compel us to make 'reflexive thinking' with adequate 'vigilance' about both understandings and 'misunderstandings' across different cultures and languages. 57 The dialogues generated by the papers here, and the memories and thoughts set free along the way, all become tokens of not only an effort but also an attitude. They will guide us to cast a critical eye on much of the received as well as emergent knowledge about literary criticism and cultural studies at a time very different from, yet still bearing some crucial similarities to, an age when the debate and communication between East and West, the old and the new, had been bravely initiated and pushed forward.
